son, 2000)
. IDEA is the most prescriptive of the laws in that it strengthens the principle of the least restrictive environment (LRE) by requiring explicit consideration and documentation of the relevance of the general curriculum for each student with an IEP and of the means for including all children in the state's assessment and accountability system (Yell & Shriner, 1997) .
While IDEA is straightforward in its intent to promote more meaningful inclusion of students with disabilities in standards and assessment, there are major concerns regarding the decisions that must be made for individual students. Currently, these concerns include (a) the burden placed on students with disabilities based on the high-stakes nature of testing, (b) how test results will influence graduation status, (c) to what extent special education programs will be held accountable for student results, and (d) how valuable test results will be for educational programming decisions if students with disabilities are excluded (Chard, 1999). Also, there exists great variability among state rules as to who participates in assessments and the degree in which these guidelines are implemented. In a survey report by the National Center for Educational Outcomes (Thompson & Thurlow, 1999) on state testing and special education, nearly all states reported that guidelines were in place for student participation. However, wide variability in the implementation of these guidelines at the state and district level contributed to the exclusion from testing of students with disabilities. In addition, the high stakes attached to reported test scores (funding decisions, rewards, and sanctions), exposure to and relevancy of the general education curriculum being tested, and limited monitoring of guidelines ranked high as reasons hindering optimal participation.
States reported that teachers, parents, and students are unsure about the relevance of standards and testing outcomes. This fact, as well as the amount of exposure to the curriculum that students with disabilities receive, demonstrates that there is a need for professional development in these areas. Special educators must ensure that the curriculum is accessible to their students as testing becomes more regulated (McDonnell, McLaughlin, & Morison, 1997). Nearly all states now report that improvement of the match between state standards and tests is an ongoing effort (Thompson & Thurlow, 1999) and that students with disabilities are included in these discussions. To enable this evolving process, teachers must be educated about how this connection can be made in the classroom so students are prepared to participate in state testing. Unfortunately, perhaps as a result of the previously discussed conflicting and loosely enforced and interpreted state policies, local decision making, in some respects, reflects even greater variability. DeStefano (1998) conducted a three-school case study in Illinois over 3 years and found practice varied tremendously among districts in terms of participation, who made the decisions, and range and use of accommodations in testing. In addition, she noted concerns that students' instructional needs were often not considered in participation and accommodation decisions, nor were these decisions always made on an individual basis.
Other research also suggests that educators need to know more about how to evaluate the use of certain accommodations on an individual basis prior to their use in a high-stakes testing situation. For example, Elliott, Thurlow, and Ysseldyke (1996) found virtually no accommodations that were universally accepted by states and some, such as the use of a scribe to record answers, that were permitted in one and prohibited in another. Tindal, Heath, Hollenbeck, Almond, and Harniss (1998) caution teachers that not all accommodations have the effect many people assume they have-specifically, that an accommodation will improve the test performance of students with disabilities but not substantially alter the work of students without disabilities. For example, these authors found that allowing students to mark in test answer booklets had no effect on the performance of any student group. Testing this assumption requires research on the part of the teacher implementing the accommodation and the individualized education plan (IEP) team responsible for assessment recommendations (Braden, Elliott, & Kratochwill, 1997). DeStefano (1998) suggests establishing a link between accommodations use for assessment and instructional needs, documenting their use, and evaluating the efficacy and impact of accommodations.
Chard (1999) suggests that research on accommodations and modifications should influence state and local policies and therefore provide IEP teams with a research and policy base on which to make decisions regarding testing participation and accommodations.
Teachers are the only participants in the child's education who have ongoing knowledge and access to information regarding how the student is doing in relation to standards, what accommodations are helpful, and whether or not the curriculum is meeting the child's needs. Hence, in order to foster an awareness of these components, teachers should be the focus of professional development and training more often than just at the IEP meeting.
This article describes the findings of the first year of a 3-year, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)-funded study. The study was designed to investigate Illinois Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) participation, accommodation, and reporting of students with disabilities and to test the effectiveness of our intervention with teachers and administrators on decision making regarding participation and accommodations for students with disabilities.
Year 1 activities focused on three objectives:
• To describe the strategies teachers use to make decisions about participation and accommodation of students with disabilities. • To design and implement an intervention to train teachers to make these decisions on the basis of access to the general curriculum and needed instructional accommodations. • To test the effects of that intervention by monitoring participation and accommodation patterns pre-and postintervention and analyzing documentation of participation decisions on the IEP.
As a consequence of these changes in thought, practice, and law, a significant shift has taken place in the role of assessment in special education. In addition to their historical role as support for eligibility and placement decisions, assessment considerations now emphasize participation and accommodation decisions for large-scale testing. Rouse et al. (2000) list six "curriculum-assessment" scenarios derived from IDEA that can be implemented by people involved in making these decisions. These can be seen in Figure 1 . The central component in the model is that access to the general curriculum should be the determining factor in whether or not a student participates in an assessment of that curricular area. This does not mean that the student has to receive instruction in the general education classroom in that area, but that the instructional content parallels that of the general curriculum wherever instruction is delivered (Rouse et al., 2000) . Assessment accommodations should parallel those needed for instruction as documented by the IEP and routinely delivered in the classroom (Hock, 1998 A second guiding principal of the study is that testing accommodations should be selected from the domain of instructional accommodations that are provided during routine instruction and classroom assessment. They should be selected to mediate the effects of "access" skill deficits but not invalidate the assessment of "target" skills. (Access skills are defined as those that allow the student to do the task; target skills are defined as the task or process of measurement interest; Tindal, et al., 1998; Phillips, 1999.) For example, if a student routinely has assignments and classroom assessments read to him, that is a possible accommodation for the statewide test. It would be appropriate as an access skill accommodation on the math or social studies test where the target skill is mathematics or social studies content knowledge and reading is necessary to access that content. It would not be an appropriate accommodation on the reading test where reading ability is the target skill.
M E T H O D
Our intent was to first document the extent to which current teacher decision making and the resulting student participation and accommodation followed the "Six Scenarios" model. Second, we designed an intervention to train general and special educators and administrators to use the model in making participation and accommodation decisions. Finally, we tested the impact of the intervention by assessing changes in teacher decision making and student participation and accommodation following training.
D O C U M E N T I N G C U R R E N T T E AC H E R D E C I S I O N M A K I N G (PRETEST)
Working with six large high schools in an urban high school district and over 100 special educa-tion teachers in those districts, we collected data on teacher decision making using an individual student survey and IEP analysis. For all special education students at the 10th grade (the only grade assessed by the 1999 ISAT at the high school level), teachers completed a survey that assessed student demographics, the extent to which the student's curriculum consisted of student-specific or general education goals across seven subject areas, the extent to which the student participated in the 1999 ISAT, the instructional accommodations the student received routinely, and the accommodation received on the ISAT. In addition, each student's IEP was analyzed to determine how participation and accommodation decisions were documented and the nature of the student's curriculum. This information was obtained for approximately 150 students within the district. The demographic characteristics of the students are presented in Table 1 . They represent the entire population of 10th grade special education students attending the schools during that year. (Table 1 shows that 7.1% of the students were noted as in 11th grade, although their earned credits put them at the 10th grade level and eligible for ISAT.) IEP Modifications. The actual IEP forms used by the individual schools within the district were examined and changes were made in order to reflect the process as presented during the training. In previous years, the district's individual schools used IEPs in which the participation decisions for district and state assessment were positioned first in the IEP document and curriculum validity and instructional needs were addressed after the assessment decisions were prepared. We reversed those sections. The change in organization allowed the process to flow from curriculum to assessment in a manner that addressed individual student needs in relation to the general curriculum first, before deciding on the provisions for assessment and accountability. IEP forms were further modified at the building level to reflect the decision-making flow chart, which is shown in Figure 2 . The flow chart serves as a guide through the IEP process from documentation of present levels of performance in a curricular area, to consideration of individual student educational needs, and ends with the appropriate decisions regarding instructional accommodations.
T R A I N I N G T E AC H E R S
Familiarity with Content Standards. To address curriculum validity issues of the Illinois Learning Standards (ILS, IBSE, 1997) for students with disabilities, a significant amount of time was devoted to familiarizing all participants with the content and structure of the ILS. The Figure 2 . In this study, we refer to any variation from the ILS as "studentspecific" goals.) The NCEO recommends that special educators be knowledgeable about state and district standards, since decisions about participation in assessment should be based, in part or in whole, on whether the student received instruction in the content areas covered by the assessment or whether the assessment provides a valid measure of the student's curriculum (Thurlow, Seyfarth, Scott, & Ysseldyke, 1997). However, investigating the curriculum relevance of standards for an individual student within the IEP process remains, at best, a haphazard effort in many schools, sometimes because the standards themselves are unfamiliar or difficult to interpret. In other cases, the IEP process itself may not be conducive to consideration of the student's program in relation to a standards framework. In the training session, time was spent examining the degree to which the Standard Sets matched the content and courses taught in the schools, both in general education and special education settings. For individual students, then, the Standards Sets were used as a manageable means of documenting the extent to which the general curriculum was appropriate for a particular student and for prioritizing within content areas the knowledge and skills to be addressed during instruction. Planning sheets with Standards Sets for other content areas (e.g., math, science) were presented for appropriate grade levels. Through this exercise, teachers were asked to map out the extent to which a student's instructional program overlapped with the ILS as defined by the Standard Sets. In cases where a student's program varied from the ILS (studentspecific goals), teachers were asked to document and justify that departure in terms of student strengths and instructional needs. They were also asked to consider how the student-specific goals might best be assessed. It should be noted that student-specific goals were not always specific to a content area. Many students had instructional goals related to behavior or study skills that were not represented in the ILS. Therefore, a student might participate fully in the general curriculum, but still have studentspecific goals in a noncurricular area.
Use of Accommodations. Third, a significant portion of the training focused on the use of accommodations for students with disabilities in both the instructional and assessment processes (cf. Phillips, 1999; Tindal et al., 1998). As noted earlier, the differentiation between access and target skills is relevant to the focus of the IEP and subsequent testing participation and accommodation decisions. Trainees spent time identifying access and target skills for various subtests of the ISAT. Phillips (1999) advises that it is critical that instructional accommodations be documented as carefully as possible, as these accommodations are likely to be those that will be allowed during the assessment process at year's end. Trainees analyzed current IEP forms and made improvements in how instructional accommodations were assigned and documented. Training also addressed the issue of overaccommodation (Phillips, 1999), a situation that occurs when students "automatically" receive instructional or testing support and do not receive direct instruction of important academic and behavioral skills. For example, if a math test is always read to a student, there may be a diminished effort to teach reading as an access skill for math and other areas.
General and Special Education Roles. Also discussed were the roles of the general education teacher and the special education teacher in providing instruction relevant to the general education curriculum. This is important because there is a strong need for the special education professional to be aware of the content of the general curriculum. Also, general education professionals need to be aware of the instructional accommodations that will help the student access the general curriculum as much as is appropriate and to make sure that the expectations for student achievement are high and relevant to individual student needs.
Practice Decision Making. Once discussions were completed concerning the relevance of the curriculum for individual students and the appropriateness of accommodations during instruction, the training focused on making participation and accommodation decisions for the ISAT. Students were selected at random from the caseloads within the participating schools in the PAR study, and names were changed in order to protect confidentiality. Decisions about participation by content area in the Illinois Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) were then made based on the appropriateness of the individual student's curriculum in relation to the Standards Sets that were prepared for the ISAT. The goal of these activities was to examine the curriculum validity of the individual ISAT subtests and any instructional accommodations needed to deliver instruction to students in the general curriculum. In an attempt to avoid overaccommodation, one activity focused on teaching participants how to document the extent to which instructional accommodations were also useful for assessment purposes prior to selecting an accommodation for ISAT testing. Finally, the training included a chance for discussion about decision recommendations for ISAT testing. During this discussion, administrators and 15 Exceptional Children teachers exchanged goals and concerns relevant to the participation and accommodation of students with disabilities in future ISAT administrations.
T E S T I N G T H E I M PAC T O F T H E I N T E RV E N T I O N (POSTTEST)
In March 2000, the individual student survey was repeated with all 10th-grade special education students. The survey referred to participation and accommodation in the 2000 ISAT. These findings were compared with pretest results to assess any changes in participation and accommodation that may have occurred since the pretest.
Because the population of students being tested (10th graders) changed from year to year, direct comparisons using the surveys described above may not be an accurate measure of teacher change. To supplement our understanding, we added a "same student scenario" activity in which teachers were presented with an assessment decision they made last year for an actual student and asked to comment on that decision given what they now knew as a result of training. They were also asked if and how they would change the decision. These data were analyzed by noting the magnitude and direction of the change. Finally, teachers were asked to rate their confidence to make participation and accommodation decisions.
R E S U LT S A N D CONCLUSIONS
The Relation Between Participation and the General Curriculum. Tables 2 and 3 present the cross-year comparisons of the relations among curriculum, participation, and accommodation for the statewide assessment in math and reading, respectively. During Year 1 in math, the largest subgroup of students (47%) took the entire test with no accommodation, followed by students who took the whole test with accommodation. Nine percent of students were evaluated using alternate assessments. Because there was no state alternate assessment at this time, for most of these students, alternate assessment was described as "attainment of IEP goals." Fifty-five percent of the students were pursuing general education goals; 45% had special education goals. Ninety-four percent of students with general education goals took the entire ISAT; 29% had accommodation on all parts; 8% had accommodation on some parts. Eighty-six percent of students with student-specific goals took the ISAT; 44% had accommodation on all parts; 8% had accommodation on some parts. A similar pattern was seen for Year 1. After training, changes were seen in both participation and accommodation on the math and language arts assessment. During Year 2, fewer students took the entire ISAT without accommodation compared to Year 1 (22% vs. 47%). More than half of the students took the entire test with accommodation (compared to 35% the year before). A slightly higher percentage of students took only part of the ISAT (9% vs. 1%). More students participated in alternate assessment (17% vs. 9%). The modal category for all students was full participation with accommodation. However, the next largest category for students with general or modified general curricula was full participation with no accommodation. For students with student-specific goals, the next largest category was alternate assessment (41% in math, 36% in language arts).
The Relationship Between Instructional and Assessment Accommodations. Table 4 presents the cross-year comparisons of instructional and testing accommodations. During Year 1, testing accommodations were given at higher rates than instructional accommodations. Those students with disabilities who were given assessment accommodations tended to receive the same ones: oral reading of items, separate testing room, oral response or writing directly on exam booklet, and extended time. During Year 2, instructional accommodations increased from Year 1, and testing accommodations decreased, particularly in the areas of presentation and response. Teachers were less likely to accommodate target skills such as reading the reading test or having the student dictate the writing test. Separate setting and extended time were also assigned less frequently.
Changes as Measured by the "Same Student Scenario." Figure 4 presents the findings of the "same student scenario," in which teachers were asked to reconsider a participation/accommodation decision from a year ago and indicate if and how they would change that decision. Thirtyeight percent of the teachers indicated that they would change their decision. The majority of these changes were associated with full participation with accommodation on all parts of the test (Scenario 3), where teachers amended 43% of their prior decisions. After training, teachers recommended partial participation for more than a third of this group. In general, teachers were more likely to recommend accommodations, partial participation, and alternate assessment after training than they were before. When they were asked to rate their confidence in making participation decisions after training, 50% of them rated themselves as "Confident" or "Very Confident." Ninety-six percent of the teachers rated themselves "Confident" or "Very Confident" with regard to accommodation decisions after training.
S U M M A R Y A N D D I S C U S S I O N
Results from the study indicate that prior to training, participation rates and accommodation patterns did not appear to be based on access to the general curriculum or the nature of instructional accommodations. Participation tended to be an "all or none" phenomenon. Students either participated in the entire assessment or they did not. Although taking only part of the ISAT is allowed and even encouraged, less than 10% of the students did so. Accommodation was also an "all or none" phenomenon. Students tended to receive a large number of accommodations or no accommodation. Which accommodations a student received were not closely linked to instructional accommodations. A more typical pattern was that all students with disabilities received the same set of accommodations. Students tended to receive more assessment accommodations than instructional accommodations. Accommodations addressed both target and access skills. The most typical accommodations were extended time, small group or individual administration, extra breaks, alternate setting, and reading the test aloud. Few students who did not participate in the state assessment were given any type of alternate assessment. The most prevalent alternate assessment was "attainment of IEP goals." After training, teachers were less likely to recommend full participation with no accommodation (Scenario 1), particularly for students with student-specific goals. They were more likely to recommend full participation with accommodation for all parts (Scenario 3), partial Instructional participation with accommodation (Scenario 5), and alternate assessment (Scenario 6) than they were prior to training. They designated more instructional accommodations and fewer testing accommodations after training. Most apparent was the reduction of accommodation of target skills, such as reading the reading test to students and allowing students to dictate the writing test. They were less likely to assign the same accommodations to all students. After training, teachers expressed high confidence in their ability to make participation and accommodation decisions. Did the training improve the quality of teachers' decision making? In the absence of direct knowledge of the students and information about their performance on the test, this is difficult to ascertain. We can say that after training, teachers' decisions about assessment participation and accommodation did show a stronger link to students' access to the general curriculum and needed instructional accommodations than decisions prior to training. Accommodations for target skills were markedly reduced. Furthermore, after training, teachers reported high levels of confidence in their accommodation decision making. Confidence in participation decision making was notably lower. Some of this lack of confidence might be due to the absence of a state alternate assessment at the time of the intervention. When teachers recommended students for alternate assessment, they were aware that this often meant lack of assessment of any kind for that student. A second source of concern for teachers was that, for political and logistical reasons, the "right" participation decisions might not be feasible in their districts. For example, teachers often remarked that the same set of accommodations (separate room, extended time, reading items aloud) were given routinely to large groups of special education students (regardless of instructional accommodations) because it was easiest to test these students together in a parallel administration. Others Actual Participation/Accommodation noted that their principal had said publicly that all students would take the ISAT. They wondered how he or she would react to a greater number of recommendations for participation in alternate assessment. Even though administrators supported and participated in the training, teachers feared that "correct" assessment decisions might be reversed due to politics or logistics. Because teachers were more likely after training to recommend accommodations, partial participation, and alternate assessment, it may be interpreted that the training created a more restrictive testing environment in the sense that students in special education were more differentiated from their general education peers (through accommodation), and fewer special education students took the full exam (through partial participation and alternate assessment). We argue that the training produced a more consistent, coherent, and legally defensible basis for participation and accommodation decisions than we saw prior to training. The concept of "least restrictive environment," as applied to testing, may be defined as a testing situation in which (a) students take assessments that match the goals of their educational programs (assuming these are appropriate) and (b) receive accommodations that focus on mediating the effects of their disability on access skills and are consistent with those received in instruction and classroom assessment.
Finally, it should be noted that the changes achieved here were the result of approximately 10-15 hours of direct training and many more hours of informal consultation and feedback. Helping teachers and administrators to implement participation and accommodation decisions on the basis of access to the general curriculum and instructional needs required major transformations in their understanding of assessment, accountability, access to the general curriculum, access versus target skills, instructional accommodation, and the role of the IEP. It was also clear from our work that general education teachers were ill informed about the educational experiences of students with disabilities. This was particularly true with our participants from the secondary settings, where the role of providing accommodations for instruction and assessment was viewed initially as a "special education issue." In essence, there remains a great need for general educators and special educators to be aware of each others' efforts. This lack of experience and understanding makes sound judgments about curriculum and test options difficult. Participation in this training and research project, while helpful, does not fill the professional development void for these teachers.
Second, practitioners are encouraged to use a proactive, explicit, and flexible approach to assessment decision making that considers the students' needs as part of the IEP process. Participants in this study had utilized an "all or none" approach to participation and accommodation decisions prior to the training. In addition, DeStefano (1998) has documented the tendency of IEP teams to relegate issues of state and district testing to last minute and hurried decisions. We think it is important to emphasize the role of the IEP as a forum for discussing the relevance of the content standards, the appropriateness of accommodations, and the most sensible testing scenario for every student. For example, this attention may help practitioners be more vigilant about the use of accommodations to avoid possible misuse (e.g., over-accommodation) that may deny students important instructional opportunities (cf. Phillips, 1999). The direct relationship between instructional plans and year-end testing options must be discussed thoroughly and documented clearly, especially in circumstances where the stakes attached to such assessments are high.
Finally, there are significant system-level implications for time and resource investments associated with the type of professional development described here. Essentially, we entered into ongoing training and consultation arrangements with the participating districts. We found through our formal and informal involvement that unanticipated information and technical assistance needs arose quite often. Perhaps this should not have been surprising, given that many educators report that they gained the majority of their assessment knowledge and decision-making skill through "on-the-job, trial-and-error learning" (Wise, Lukin, & Roos, 1991, p. 39). In addition, though we considered our training efforts to be well planned, the evolving political and practical environments of state assessments often required immediate attention and shifts in thinking. Practitioners addressing assessment issues in their districts or states should be prepared to plan for comprehensive, flexible, and ongoing activities to support the participation requirements of IDEA. 
